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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTaBiisuEp 1853. 


Capital ... wn aie ie me, se . £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ©... «» £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 


Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
W. OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 





FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - -  £2,000,000 
PAID-UPANDONCALL - - - = £200, 
RESERVES - = = © = <= « £180,000 


FipELITy GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND 
TRAINING FARMS, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 











Full information from the Dreecror at above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrey Jounson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster. 


X IMPORTANT TO SOLICIIORS 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
lication to 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on a 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 











10, 











Funps - . pe - £3,900,000. INCOME - - . £467,000, 
YEARLY BusINESS (1901) £1,663,159. BUSINESS IN FoRcE - 413,900,000, 
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‘CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE onty cause lists issued up to Thursday were those of 
actions entered for trial in the King’s Bench Division. They 
shew a total of 565 actions, as against 740 at the commencement 
of the Easter Sitti and 520 a yearago. The non-jury cases 
shew a cundiiaale decrease, the number being only 121, 
while there were 162 a year ago. 





Tue London Gazette of the 16th inst. contains a notice that 
rules have been prepared, not only for closing the courts and 
offices at Coronation time (the rules as to which we published 
last week), but also “for certain amendments of the Rules of 
the Supreme Court.” No copies of these latter rules are, 
however, as yet obtainable. 





to a solicitor’s lien for the costs, charges, 
and expenses inc by him as solicitor in an action whereby 
property is recovered or , which turned on the con- 
struction of section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, was decided 
by Joyor, J., in Ridd v. Thorne (reported elsewhere). It 
appeared that the solicitor had been employed by the plaintiff in 
an action for dissolution of porn, and it was admitted 
that by that action certain of the partnership assets were saved, 
which eran would have been lost. But — the action 
for dissolution was proceeding, certain creditors of the partner- 
ship brought actions against the firm, and obtained from the 
Master in Chambers orders charging the assets of the firm with 
the payment of their debts, and the question arose whether or 
not the solicitor’s lien took priority over these orders. Section 
28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, enacts that “in — in 
which a solicitor shall be employed to prosecute or defend any 
such matter or proceeding in any court of justice, it shall be 
lawful for the court or judge before whom any such suit, matter, 
or proceeding has been heard, or shall be depending, to declare 
such solicitor entitled to a charge upon the property recovered 
or preserved, and upon such declaration being made, such 
solicitor shall have a charge upon, and against, and a right to 
yment out of, the property, of whatsoever nature, tenure, or 
ind the same may ‘which shall have been or 


A question relati 





preserved through the instrumentality of any such solicitor, for 
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the taxed costs, charges, and expenses of or in reference to such 
suit, matter, or proceeding and all conveyances and 
acts done to defeat, or which shall operate to defeat, such 
charge or right shall, unless made to a bond fide purchaser 
for value without notice, be absolutely void and of no 
no effect as against such charge or right.”” The question, 
therefore, was as to the meaning of ‘‘a bond fide purchaser 
for value without notice.” In Colev. Eley (42 W.R. 505; 1894, 
2 Q. B. 180), it was held by the present Master of the Rolls 
and Cuarizs, J., and subsequently confirmed on appeal, that 
the provision in section 28 avoiding conveyances to defeat a 
charging order “unless made to a bond fide purchaser for 
value without notice” means without notice of the solicitor’s 
right to a lien, and not, without notice of the existence of a 
charging order ; and that the assignee of a judgment debt, being 
aware of the existence of the action, and that the solicitor was 
acting in it for the plaintiff, must be taken to have had notice of 
the solicitor’s right to a lien on the property recovered in the 
action, and, therefore, was not ‘“‘a purchaser for value without 
notice” within the meaning of the section. Joyoz, J., doubted 
whether the creditors who obtained these orders were 
purchasers, and said that they certainly were not before the 
orders were obtained, but that it was clear from the decision in 
Cole v. Eley that they were not purchasers for value without 
notice; and accordingly his lordship held that the solicitor’s lien 
had priority over their charging orders. 





In connzcTion with the recent fining (after conflicting 
evidence) of a motor-car driver for driving at a speed prohibited 
by law, and the article in the Times of Tuesday last upon 
the subject, it may be useful to examine the statute law of 
the subject, the regulations of the Local Government Board, 
and the decision in Smith v. Boon (49 W. R. 480). The 
Locomotives on Highways Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 36), by 
section 4, specifically enacts that no “‘ light locomotive ’’—which is 
the statutory description of the vehicle which is commonly 
spoken of either as a ‘‘ motor-car” or an “ automobile ”—*‘ shall 
travel along a public highway at a greater speed than fourteen 
miles an hour, or than any less speed that may be prescribed by 
regulations of the Local Government Board”; and by section 6, 
generally empowers the Local Government Board to make regula- 
tions “ with respect to the use of locomotives on highways” by 
which regulations they may, on the application of any local 
authority, “prohibit or restrict the use of locomotives for purposes 
of traction in crowded streets, or in other places where such 
use may be attended with danger to the public.” The “ Light 
Locomotives on Highways Order, 1896,” of the Local Government 
Board followed closely on the passing of the Act, and the 4th 
article of that order deals at some length and with considerable 
detail with the question of speed. The first paragraph of the 
article provides that no person may drive a light locomotive on 
a highway at any greater speed than is reasonable and proper 
“ having regard to the traffic on the highway,” and it was upon 
these words that Smith v. Boon was decided. In that case a 
constable and another witness testified to a speed of eighteen to 
twenty miles an hour, and notwithstanding the statement of the 
defendant that he was driving only eight miles an hour, and his 
contention that for a conviction it was necessary to prove some 
actual interruption of, or inconvenience to, traffic, he was con- 
victed and fined £5 (the maximum under section 7 of the Act 
being £10), and the conviction was upheld upon a case stated 
under the eg ye § Jurisdiction Act, 1857. “The magistrates,” 
observed the Lord Chief Justice, “ were justified in consider- 
ing that a speed of eighteen to twenty miles an hour 
in High-street, Esher, was excessive having regard to the 
traffic on that road. The words ‘having regard to the traffic 
on the highway’ mean the traffic on the road, and not the traffic 
within a few yards of the locomotive.” So much for article 1, 
which seems to cut down the speed to any reasonable amount 
of slowness. Article 2 restricts the rate of speed to a definite 
twelve miles an hour “ under any circumstances,” to eight miles 
an hour, six miles an hour, and five miles an hour under the 

Jar circumstances therein mentioned, and finishes up with 
the curious proviso that ‘‘this regulation shall only have effect 
during six months from the date of this order, and thereafter 
until we” [7.¢., the Local Government Board] “‘ otherwise direct,” 








A direction ‘‘ otherwise ”—up to the statutory fourteen miles an 
hour—may therefore be given by the Local Government Board 
at any time under article 2 of the order, and article 1 may, 
under the general powers of section 32 (3) of the Interpretation 
Act, 1889, be at any time “rescinded, revoked, amended, or 
varied,” but that part of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, which 
necessitates pre-publication in draft of many statutory regula. 
tions which are required (as are the Local Government Board 
Regulations under the Light Locomotives Act, 1896) to be laid 
before Parliament, does not apply to regulations made by the 
Local Government Board. 





Tue pxciston of the Court of Appeal in Re Johnson § Co, 
(ante, p. 498) throws light upon the operation of section 15 of 
the Companies Act, 1900, under which the court can in certain 
cases grant an extension of time for registering debentures, and 
it suggests the probability of further discussion of the effect of 
the proviso introduced by Bucxtey, J., in Re Joplin’s Brewery 
(Limited) (50 W. R. 75). In thie latter case that learaed judge, 
professing to act in analogy to the practice under the corre. 
sponding provision of section 14 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
made the order for extension of time ‘‘ without prejudice to the 
rights of parties acquired prior to the time when the security 
in question shall be actually registered.” This was in terms 
meant to safeguard the rights of persons who had become 
creditors of the company before registration, and such 
creditors would apparently be entitled to be paid out of 
the assets of the company in priority to the debenture- 
holders in whose favour the order is made. It has been 
pointed out, however, in the Court of Appeal that in 
Crew v. Cummings (36 W. R. 908, 21 Q. B. D. 420), which was 
decided on section 14 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, the creditor 
who was protected had obtained judgment and issued execution, 
and the point was that an unregistered bill of sale could not be 
made good as against a creditor who had thus obtained a vested 
interest in the chattels. Whether the proviso in Re Joplin’s 
Brewery is really to be taken as going further than this, seems, 
according to the judgmentof Corins, M.R., in the present case, to 
be doubtful. Theactual point, however, beforethe Court of Appeal 
related to the effect of the proviso as between debentures issued 
before the Act of 1900 came into operation, which did not, there- 
fore, require registration, and those of the same series issued after- 
wards. It was held, indeed, recently by Joyoz, J., in Re Spiral 
Globe (Limited) (see ante, p.445) that under such circumstances such 
as were issued after the lst of January, 1901, were exempt from 
registration, but this result seems to be tacitly overruled by the 
present case. At any rate the earlier debenture-holders are not 
on the same footing as other creditors of the company, and their 
rights do not require special protection. It is, as the Court of 
Appeal have observed, part of the fundamental contract on the 
creation of the debentures that all holders shall rank pari passu, 
and this contract is not to be upset because by inadvertence 
certain debentures have not been registered. Hence the proviso 
in favour of the accrued rights of creditors was modified by 
excluding the other holders of debentures of the same series; 
with a declaration, nevertheless, which in effect secured them 
from being prejudiced in the event of any creditors being let 
in under the proviso in priority to the unregistered debentures. 





Tue Judicial Committee of the Privy Council have decided 
recently two cases of interest with respect to the right of com- 
pensation for loss caused by a public body in the exercise of 
statutory powers. In Zuast Fremantle Corporation vy. Annois 
(1902, A. ©. 213), an appeal from the Supreme Oourt of 
Western Australia, the appellant municipality had statutory 
power to alter the levels of and improve stretts within their town. 
The respondent had a house situate at the summit of a street 
with a steep gradient. In accordance with the representations 
of a ratepayers’ meeting, the corporation reduced the gradient 
to an extent not more than reasonably necessary, but the result 
was to leave the respondent’s house on the edge of a cuttin 
with a drop of six or eight feet to the road. She claim 


£1,000, and, upon a verdict being returned against her 
on the direction of the judge, a new trial was ordered. 
It has been held, however, in the Privy Oouncil that 
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her claim is without foundation. The corporation were acting 
properly within their statutory powers, and under such circum- 
stances an individual who suffers loss has no remedy unless it is 

rovided by statute. It appears to have been sometimes thought 
that the judgment of Lord Warson in Metropolitan Asylum 
District v. Hill (6 App. Cas. 193) favoured the view that this 
result followed only when the statute under which the work was 
done was imperative, and the notion is supported by the head- 
note. But in fact the judgment does no more than suggest that 
where no specific place is prescribed for public works, the 
public body cannot select a site where they will be a nuisance if 
another site is available ; and Lord Warson’s judgment has been 
explained on the ground “ that there was not to be found in the 
Act any element of compulsion or any indication of an inteation 
to interfere with private rights’: see the judgment of Lord 
BiacksuRN in London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Co. v. 
Trwnan (11 App. Cas., p. 65). But where a corporation have a 
general power over the streets of their town, no distinction can 
be drawn in respect of the right to compensation because their 
powers over any particular street are permissive and not 
imperative. So soon as it becomes desirable to exercise the 
powers over that street, then the full consequences of the 
statutory authority follow, and the person injured can look only 
to the statute for compensation. If the s‘atuteis silent, he must 
suffer in the public interest. 





Tue sEconD of the two cases referred to above—Canadian 
Pacifie Railway vy. Roy (50 W. R. 415; 1902, A. O. 220)— 
raised the familiar question of the liability of a railway company 
for damage caused by fires due to sparks from passing engines. 
The law upon the point is in this country well settled, though 
questions arise from time to time as to its practical application. 
Inasmuch as the railway is worked under statutory authority, 
the railway company are not responsible for any damage that 
may ensue, unless it can be shown that the damage is due to 
negligence: Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway Co. (5 H. & N. 679). 
Hence where, as in Earl of Shaftesbury v. Londonand South- 
Western Railway Co, (11 T. I. R. 126), a landowner seeks 
to recover damages, the controversy turns upon the ques- 
tion whether adequate means have been taken to 
prevent the emission of sparks consistently with the efficient 
working of the engine. In the above case it does not appear 
to have been disputed that such is the law in England, but 
reliance was placed upon the Civil Code of the Province of 
Quebec, in accordance with which the railway company is 
absolutely responsible for damage done in working, whether 
there has been negligence or not. The Civil Code of the 
ae it was urged, was not displaced by the Dominion 

ilway Act under which the appellant company was incor- 
porated. This argument prevailed with the Quebec court, and 
the judgment of the Queen’s Bench, delivered by Hatt, J., 
in referring to the French jurisprudence upon which 
the code is founded, placed a singular limitation on 
Parliamentary powers. ‘No one,” he said, “‘may use 
his property in such a way as to injure that of his neigh- 
bour . and the French authors carry this principle eo 
far as to contend that even the Legislature has not power to 
violate it, and that whenever it confers special privileges upon 
an individual or a company, the reserve in favour of the neigh- 
bours’ rights must be understood to have been intended.” As 
might have been expected, this view has been rejected by the 
Privy Council. ‘The law of England,” said the Lord Chan- 
cellor, ‘‘ equally with the law of the province in question, affirms 
the maxim ‘ Sie utere tuo ut alienum non ledas,’ but the previous 
state of the law, whether in Quebec, or France, or England, 
cannot render inoperative the positive enactment of a statute, 
and the whole case turns, not upon what was the common law 
of either country, but what is the true construction of plain 
words authorizing the doing’ of the very thing complained of. 
The Legislature is supreme, and if it has enacted that a thing is 
lawful, such a thing cannot be a fault or an actionable wrong.” 
In Canada, therefore, as elsewhere, statutory powers prevail 
alike over previous law and private rights. 





and of inter- 
ference with contracts, existing or anticipa has fallen. 
Before long it may be ce gee t some case will be taken to 
the House of Lords which will lead to a consideration of the 
conflicting ideas underlying thedecision in the Mogul case (40 
W. R. 337; 1892 A. CO. 25), in Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 258; 
1898, A. O. 1), and in Quinn v. Leatham (50 W. R. 139; 1901, 
A. O, 495), and in the result some sure principle may be struck 
out. With the decision in Quinn v. Leatham no one is disposed 
to quarrel, but this is because the circumstances were such as 
to elicit ready sympathy for the workman who was indirectly 
attacked. The workman, Dickie, had a family of young 
children dependent upon him, and his employer, Lzaram, 
was required to dismiss him. The intention of the union was 
that Dickre should ‘‘ walk the streets for twelve months,’ and 
in order to bring this about Lzarnam was attacked through one 
of his customers. All this is very pitiable, and it is at once 
seen that such interference between master and man requires 
to be checked, but the House of Lords in giving a decision 
to this effect did not clear away the difficulties which had 
been raised by the earlier cases. The troubles of the trader who 
is crushed by such a combination as that in the Mogul 
case may be as real as those of the workman in Quinn 
v. Leatham, though they they do not appeal so forcibly to 
the imagination. It seems, indeed, to be a fair comment that 
the law is different for combinations in different classes of trade, 
and no attempt has yet been made to justify this state of affairs. 
But, as we have intimated, the safer plan is to leave the 
courts alone. Judge-made law can best remove the difficulties 
for which it is itself largely responsible. 


the confusion into which the law of conspirac 





THE FORTHCOMING festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation on Tuesday, the 3rd of June, will afford an opportunity 
to members of the profession to celebrate Coronation Year in 
common, and to further a good work. It is to be hoped that 
the chairman, Mr. H. Turron Norton, will have a large 
gathering to support him, and a list of donations worthy of 
this special year. 








VOLUNTARY SETTLEMENTS AND THE STATUTE 
; 13 ELIZ. c. 5. 

Ir may certainly be said without exaggeration that the recent 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Holland (ante, p. 483), 
reversing the decision of Farwett, J., in the same case (reported © 
49 W. R. 478), is the most important decision affecting 
bankruptcy law and practice which has been given for many 
years. In order to fully appreciate the questions involved, 
which are well worth careful consideration, it will be necessary 
to state very shortly the facts upon which they arose. 

The wife of the bankrupt being entitled, in remainder 
expectant on the decease of her mother, to a share in certain 
residuary estate under the terms of her father’s will married the 
bankrupt in August, 1872. No ante-nuptial settlement was 
executed, but six months later, in February, 1873, a post-nuptial 
settlement was executed by deed between the husband and 
wife, the trustees of the will, and the settlement trustees, 
which contained the following recital, “And whereas 
the said parties hereto of the first part intermarried on 
the 27th day of August, 1872, and previously to such 
marriage the said [husband] to make such settle- 
ment of the fortune of his said wife as is hereinafter contained.” 
Then followed a covenant to transfer the contingent share on its 
falling into possession to the trustees and a settlement of trust 
funds on the wife for life, then to the husband with a provise 
for cesser in the event of his bankruptcy, with remainders over for 
the issue of the marriage in the usual way. There was no 
evidence to shew that at the time of the settlement the husband 
was unable to pay his debts, or contemplated entering into 
any trade or business, much less any speculative trans- 
action. In March, 1898, twenty-five years after the date of 
the settlement, the husband was adjudicated a bankrupt. In 
December, 1899, the fund -fell into ion, and the official 
receiver claimed it on behalf of the husband’s creditors as 
against the trustees of the settlement. The grounds upon which 





Ir 1s perhaps on the whole satisfactory that the result of the 
trade union debate last week leaves it for the courts to unravel 








the settlement was attacked were that it was a voluntary settle- 
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ment, and made with intent to defeat or delay creditors—or if 
not made with intent to defeat creditors, being voluntary, 
and resting in fieri, it could not be enforced in a court of 

uity. The case in the first instance came before FarweEtt, J., 
who decided both points in favour of the official receiver. The 
recital was, in his view, not such evidence of an ante-nuptial 
agreement as would prevent the post-nuptial settlement being 
voluntary ; and, secondly, the settlement, being voluntary, was 
fraudulent within the statute 13 Eliz. c. 5, and on this 
point he held himself bound by Re Pearson (3 Ch. D. 807). The 
Court of Appeal has now reversed FarweEtt, J., on both points, 
and has overruled Ze Pearson (supra), a decision which has, 
ever since it was decided in 1876, been accepted by text-book 
writers and the legal profession as laying down a recognized 
principle that every voluntary settlement containing a cesser 
clause on bankruptcy, whether a man is solvent at the time or 
not, is a settlement which must necessarily tend to defeat and 
delay creditors, and is therefore void under 13 Eliz. c. 5. 


Now the elements which were present in the case of 
Re Pearson were (1) a voluntary post-nuptial settlement ; (2) the 
settlor not engaged, nor intending to engage, in trade ; (3) solvent 
at the time; (4) cesser clause on bankruptcy; (5) bankruptcy 
ensuing fifteen years after the settlement; (6) the money was his 
ownmoney. Now, allthese features were present in Re Holland, 
since the husband was entitled jure mariti to his wife’s contingent 
share at the date of the settlement, although not in his own 
right. The decision in Re Pearson itself purported to be based on 
the dicta of Lord Westsury in Spirett y. Willows (3 DeG.J.&8. 
293), to the effect that if the existence of the settlement in fact 
defeated the remedy of the creditor it was immaterial whether 
the debtor was solvent at the time or not, a case which was con- 
sidered and approved in Freeman vy. Pope (L. R. 5 Ch. 538), 
where it was laid down that if the settlement necessarily tended to 
defeat creditors it must ipso facto be void. Ten years later, 
however, in Ez parte Mercer (17 Q. B. D., at p. 299), Lord 
Esner treated the proposition—that if the necessary effect of a 
voluntary deed is to defeat or delay creditors, the deed is 
necessarily void under the statuteof Elizabeth without the proof of 
any intent to doso at the time of the settlement—as one still open 
to argument, and repudiated as ‘‘ monstrous” the more stringent 
proposition that if the necessary effect of what the settlor does 
is to defeat his creditors, the court is dound to find that he 
actually had thatintent. The Master of the Rolls there lays 
down the principle upon which the Court of Appeal have recently 
a in Re Holland, that ali the facts must be looked at. 

his case came very near overruling Ze Pearson, which, however, 
was not cited. Assuredly if it had been, it would scarcely have 
passed the Master of the Rolls unscathed. 

It is rather curious that this case did not give rise toa rebellion 
against a principle which certainly far outstepped the words of 
the statute upon which it was based. But one does not find that 
the vigorous language of the Master of the Rolls, or the doubt 
he casts upon the principle, had much effect. Re Pearson was 
still accepted without question. It is true thatin Ex parte Mercer 
there was no cesser clause in the event of bankruptcy. The case of 
Re Pearson was not even cited in Re Tetley (3 Manson 226), which 
was 8 post-nuptial settlement by a solvent spendthrift attacked or 
the ground that it wasvoluntary. Vavoenan Wii11ms, J., there 
found that there was consideration, but even such an acute 
mind as his did not question the princple of Re Pearson. At 
p. 233 he says: ‘‘In the case of a voluntary settlement, how- 
ever honestly the settlor may execute it, however little he may 
be thinking of his creditors at the time he executes it, however 
free he may be from any desire to defeat or delay his creditors, 
the settlement, if voluntary, is void as against creditors if its 
necessary tendency is to defeat and delay them.’ It would be 
impossible to use language of a more sweeping character than this, 
and the profession may be pardoned perhaps for deeming the 
point settled beyond doubt when such language went unques- 
tioned. However, it is noteworthy that Le Tetley was not cited 
to Farwk1, J., and that he based his decision in Re Holland 
entirely on Le Pearson. But in a case before Wuiour, J. (Re 
Lane Foz, 46 W. 3, 650) the principle in ite widest and boldest 
form as laid down by Vavonan Wiisame, J., in Re Tetley was 
relied on by the applicant, the scttlor, who sought herself to set 
aside the settlement for the purpose of paying her debts. At 


the time when she made it she was solvent but of extravagant 
habits; she had no debts and retained sufficient income for 
her probable requirements, and did not become bankrupt till 
nine years after the settlement. Upon these facts Wricur, J,, 
although Re Tetley and Freeman v. Pope were cited to him (though 
curiously enough Re Pearson was not), declined to upset the 
settlement. It is not therefore surprising to find the learned 
judge saying “I think no decisiot can be found anywhere 
inconsistent with the proposition that an honest settlement, 
affirmatively proved to be honest, ought to be set aside merely 
because some years afterwards it is proved to have the effect of 
defeating and delaying subsequent creditors.” Re Pearson was 
indubitably such a decision. The learned judge, however, 
decided the case on the broad, and, as the Oourt of Appeal have 
decided in Re Holland, the true principle, that a// the circum- 
stances of the case must be looked at and the inference must 
be drawn from them of an intent in fact to defeat and delay 
creditors. 

In some quarters the decision in Re Holland seems to have been 
received as a great blow to creditors. But it is difficult to see 
why it should be looked upon in that light. It would certainly 
be a far greater evil that a man, in perfectly solvent circumstances 
and not contemplating entering into trade or any speculative 
venture, could not make a valid voluntary settlement for the 
purpose of making provision for those dependent upon him. It 
is surely sufficient safeguard that if bankruptcy occurs within 
two years, such a settlement is ipso facto void, and if within ten 
years, is void unless the beneficiaries prove that it was not in 
fact fraudulent. Indeed, when a settlement is attacked under 
18 Eliz. c. 5 as voluntary, and it is proved to have been voluntary, 
the inference at once is that it had a tendency to defeat and 
delay creditors, and the burden of proof is upon the beneficiaries 
to rebut this inference, and prove all the circumstances under 
which it was made, in order to establish bona fides. 

The other important point, as to the Statute of Frauds—namely, 
that the recital in the deed was not a sufficient memorandum in 
writing of an ante-nuptial agreement to satisfy the statute, and 
so give consideration to the settlement—which Farwe, J., also 
decided against the settlor, overruling Barkworth v. Young 
(5 W. R. 156)—there is hardly space to deal with adequately. 
But it certainly seems that the balance of authority is greatly 
in favour of the view of the Court of Appeal, and that, in the 
event of an appeal to the House of Lords, which is under 
consideration, there is every probability that it will be sustained. 
The Statute of Frauds is in this case, as has so often been 
pointed out, only laying down a rule of evidence. Its object 
was to prevent the mischief arising from having to resort to 
oral evidence in cases of this kind, in which the temptation 
to misrepresent or even falsely state the facts is 90 
great, and may have such important consequences. But 
being only a rule of evidence, provided the necessary 
evidence exists—provided, that is, any document of whatever 
nature or character exists which contains the terms of the 
agreement signed by the party sought to be charged—it is 
admissible, and sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the 
statute. There are numerous cases to shew that oral agreements 
of this kind have been proved by all kinds of written instra- 
ments subsequently signed by the party to be charged. j 

Possibly it may be argued with some plausibility that this 
part of the decision in Holland, at any rate, will open the 
door to fraud. Certainly it is not difficult to imagine circum- 
stances in which a document sufficient to satisfy the statute 
might be collusively prepared after marriage in order to 
manufacture a consideration. But just as in the case of 4 
voluntary post-nuptial settlement the burden ‘of proof will rest 
upon the beneficiaries, so where the evidence of the previous 

arol agreement is post-nuptial the court will very closely 
investigate the transaction, and require the strictest proof of 
bona fides. 


- 








Sir Richard Harington, says the Westminster Gazette, attained his sixty- 
reventh birthday on ’ Roving boss born on the 20th of May, 1835. 
For a couple of months, Lord Hatherley’s time, Sir Richard was 4 
Metropolitan police magistrate, and then the Uhancollor gave him 6 
county court circuit, which included parts of certain Midland counties. 
— exchanged in 189% for another circuit, which includes Birmiogham 
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REVIEWS. 
FIRMS AND COMPANIES AS LITIGANTS. 


PRocEDURE OF THE SupRFME Court RELATING TO FIRMs, 
CoRPORATIONS PROPER, COMPANIES INCORPORATED BY SPECIAL 
Act, REGISTERED CoMPANIES, COMPANIES FoRMED BY LETTERS 
Parent, Cost Book Minina Companies, ForEIGgN COMPANIES, 
BUILDING, FRIENDLY, INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT, LITERARY 
anp SCIENTIFIC AND Loan Soctrerres, CLuBs AND CHARITABLE 
InsTITUTIONS. By R. E. Ross, LL.B., of the Central Office, 
Royal Courts «f Justice. Sweet & Moxwell (Limited). 


This book, which is a handy volume of some 150 pages, usefully 
collects and digests the rules and authorities with respect to firms, 
companies, and associations A ager ve With respect to firms, atten- 
tion is called to the anomaly which forbids a single person trading 
under a firm-name to sue, though he may be sued, in his firm- 
name. That he should be capable of being sued in his firm- 
name is of course necessary. Under this name he holds himself 
out to the world, and under this name he should be held liable. 
Aud though there is no such necessity to allow him to use his firm- 
name as plaintiff, yet, as the author points out, this would be con- 
venient, and it is indeed the logical outcome of the practice of the 
commercial world to recognize the firm, whether the members be one 
ormany. The various incidents in suing and defending as a firm, 
and in obtaining the fruits of a judgment against a firm are set out 
in successive chapters in neat and concise form. The later chapters 
of the book take the reader through the various classes of companies 
and of associations, and prefixed to each is a useful table of the 
relevant statutes. A chupter is added on suits by and against foreign 
corporations. In any difficulty upon the foregoing matters Mr. 
Ross’s volume will be found helpful. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Seven Years’ Legislation. Statutes of Practical Utility Passed in 
1895-1901. Arranged in Continuation of the Fifth Edition of 
Chitty’s Statutes. With Notes, Incorporated Enactments, and 
Extracts from the Statutory Rules. By J. M. Lxgty, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Pleas of the Crown for the Hundred of Swineshead and the Town- 
ship of Bristol, taken at Bristol before Simon, Abbot of Reading, 
Randolf, Abbot of Evesham, Martin Pateshull, John of Monmouth, 
Ralph Hareng, and Robert Lexington, Justices Itinerant, in the 
Fifth Year of the Reign of King H the Third, a.D. 1221. 
By EpwarRD JAMES WATSON, F.R.Hist., F.R.S.L. Bristol: 
W. Crofton Hemmons, 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


STAMP DUTY ON TRANSFERS OF MORTGAGES ON THE 
RETIREMENT OF A TRUSTEE, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Referring to the remarks made by you in your issues of the 
rd and 10th insts., from which it would appear that the Inland 
Revenue authorities now require full ad valorem duty to be paid on 
transfers of mortgages made on the retirement of a trustee pursuant 
to section 11 of the Trustee Act, 1893, it would be interesting to 
ascertain when, and for what reason, the Inland Revenue authorities 
have changed their minds on this point. 

In November la:t we prepared a deed by which one of four trustees 
retired, leaving the other three in the trust. By separate deeds two 
mortgages, one for £30,000, and the other for £3,500, were executed, so 
as to vest the propertirs and debts in the three remaining trustees. 

We stamped each of these transfers with 10s., and seeing that the 
amount of stamp duty was not quite free from doubt, for the reasons 
mentioned by you, we had both the deeds adjudicated, and they 
were adjudged duly stamped. 

If the view which now _ to be taken by the Inland Revenue 
authorities be correct, the former deed ought to have been stamped 
with £7 10s., and the latter with 17s. 6d. 

As we are writing to you on this subject, we may mention another 
matter closely connected with the above which may be of interest to 
some of your readers. Section 11 of the Trustee Act, 1893, provides 
that where there are more than two trustees, if ‘‘ one of them ’’ by 
deed declares that he is desirous of being discharged, then &o. 
the trustee shall be deemed to have retired from the trust, and shall 
bedischarged therefrom. It will be noted that this section only refers 
to the case of one trustee 





proper course was for one to retire one deed, and for the second 
one to retire by another deed, dated following day. 

If the contention of the Inland Revenue authorities as above is 
correct, then within two days ad valorem duty would have to be paid 
on the amount of all the mortgages comprised in the trust. 

The authorities’ contention may be legal, but if it is, the effect is 
a Country SoLicrrors. 
y . 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 


THE RIVER RODEN CO. (LIM.) v. THE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL 
OF BARKING TOWN. No. 2. 14th May. 


Ligut Ramway—Compvutsory Purcuase—VA.vaTion BY Boarp or TaapE 
Survevor—UnNDERVALUATION—InNJUNCTION—LaND Oxavusgs OonsoLipa- 
tion Act, 1845 (8 Vict. c. 18), s. 8—Ramway Companres Act, 1867 
(30 & 31 Vicr. c. 127), s. 36. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. (reported anie, 
p. 464). The plaintiffs were the leaseholders of an island known as 
Cuckolds Island, situated in a tidal river known as Barking Oreek or the 
Roden River. This river flowed into the Thames at a point very shortly 
below Cuckolds Island. The plaintiffs were also the owners of extensive 
wharves and warehouses on both sides of the River Roden imme- 
diately above the island. The river was navigable for barges and 
ae aes ee traffic was carried on to and from these 
wharves and warehouses. By the and Beckton Light Railways 
Order, 1898, the defendants were auth: to construct certain railways ; 
and they proposed to carry their projected light railway across the River 
Roden at Ouckolds Island by means of a of so low a level that it 
would be impossible for any barge to pass under it; and, although 


that point of the river, which was harp 
obstruct and endanger the river traffic. On the 9th of January, 1902, 
the defendants served the plaintiffs with notice to treat for the purchase 
of a = of Cuckolds Island, and on the 14th of January, 1902, they 
the plaintiffs with a notice to apply to the Board of Trade for the 
appointment of a surveyor with a view to the defendants’ taking 
possession of the lands de: cribed in the notice to treat under the provisions 
of section 85 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, known as the * 
cee section. By that section, as amended by section 36 of the 
ilway Companies Act, 1867, the promoters are to enter on 
lands required to be purchased for the purposes of their undertaking before 
purchase upon dactine by ve fs security either the amount of purchase- 
money or compensation claimed by the landowner or such sum as shall be 
determined by a surveyor appointed by the Board of Trade to be the value 
of such lands, or of the vendor’s interest therein, and upon giving a bond 
for the payment to the parties interested of all the purchase-money 
or compensation which shall ultimately be determined to be payable in 
respect of the lands so entered upon with interest at 5 cent. from the 
date of entry. Mr. Howard Martin was appointed b 
surveyor for the purposes of this section, and by his val 
the land in question at £19, and, following the language of section 36 of the 
Railway Companies Act, 1867, declared that the said valuation included 
compensation for all damage and injury to be sustained by reason of 
the exercise of the powers conferred by section 85 of the Lands 
Act, 1845, as far as such damage and mjury were capable of | 
The plaintiffs complained that this valuation was ridiculously inadequa’ 
and that the surveyor had not taken into account the damage which 
be sustained by the plaintiffs by reason of their wharves and warehouses 
above the island baing ye poy 4 the exercise of the defendants’ 
a 


H 
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powers, and that in fact not informed himself of the plaintiffs’ 
interest in this property. y therefore moved for an injunction to restrain 
coder myped meget ay — their land until a proper valuation bad 
been made under section the Lands Clauses Act. Kekewich, J., 
held that, although the surve: —_ have failed to any adequate 
sum as compensation, it not be said that he failed to give a 
valuation according to his ability ; the case was outside the jarisdiction of 
the i and the motion must be refused, with costs. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Tus Cover (Corums, M.R., and Sriauiva and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R.—The plaintiffs’ 
surveyor, Mr. Martin, has made a sly inadequate valuation of £19, 
instead of some £6,000, as it should have been. Now there can be no doubt 
whatever that Mr. Martin knew what was the extent of the authority vested 
in him by his nomination as surveyor by the Board of T 
sworn that the valuation was made by “after full and proper con- 
tideration."” The correspondence shews that the plaintiffs’ agents declined 
to assist him in any way; and the result was 
the land himself, and, after considering, as he 
the terms of his mandate, he fixed the valuation 
sum of £19. Fosubly the cam would have been much larger if he bad bed 
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We recently had a case where ‘two out of four retired, and the 
trustees were advised by an eminent oon counsel that it 
would not be safe for them both to retire by one deed, and that the 
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The case of Cotter v. Metropolitan Railway Co. (12 W. BR. 1021), which was 
There the valuer failed in his duty and 


relied on, is entirely different. 
never even looked at the house in question ; he did not look at the subject- 


matter of the valuation. Here the valuer has sworn that he did in fact 


consider the whole matter. In these circumstances I am of opinion that 
Kekewich, J., was perfectly right, and therefore the appeal must be dis- 
missed with costs. 

Srietinc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounssn, P. 0. 
Lawrence, K.0., and P. B. Abrahams; Warrington, K.O., and Harman. 
Soxicrrors, Wilson ¢ Son; Fisher § Stephens. 


{Reported by J. I. Sriruine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DUKE OF CLEVELAND’S SETTLED ESTATES AND Re SETTLED LAND 
ACTS, 1882-1890 Joyce, J. 13th and 14th May. 


InvgestMenT or ‘* Capita Monzy’’—Powers or Tenant FoR Lire—Onoice 
or Broxers —Settiep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), 8. 21, sus- 
SECTION 1, 10; s. 22, suB-sECTION 2; s. 31 (vI.). 


This was a summons under section 44 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 

taken out by the tenant for life of the estates settled by the will of the late 
Duke of Cleveland, against the trustees of the will (who were also trustees 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 1882-1890, and of section 42 of 
the Oonveyancing Act, 1881), in effect asking whether, under the pro- 
visions of the Settled Land Acts, the tenant for life of settled estates is 
entitled to direct the trustees, when making investments of capital moneys 
under the Acts, to employ a broker chosen by the tenant for life. tt 
appeared that part of the settled estates consisted of Battle Abbey, which 
had been recently sold, and the proceeds of such sale, amounting to 
£25,000 and £180,000, were in the hands of the trustees awaiting invest- 
ment. The tenant for life had consulted a certain firm of brokers with 
reference to the investment of the capital moneys arising from the sale, and 
wished to employ this firm, but the trustees desired that the investments 
should be made through their bankers, who, in the ordinary course of 
business, would employ their own brokers. The tenant for life thereupon took 
out this summons, ssking that the trustees might be directed to apply the 
capital moneys in their hands in the purchase through the brokers 
nominated by the tenant for life, or such other brokers of good 
credit as the tenant for life might select, of such investments, authorized 
by the Acts, as the tenant for life might direct. For the tenant 
for life, it was argued that the tenant for life had an absolute right to 
give directions as to the investments (cf. Lord Coleridge's Settlement, 44 W. R. 
59; 1895, 2 Ch. 704), and that section 21 (10) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
authorized the tenant for life to have the costs of the exercise of his powers 
under the Act paid out of capital (cf. Re Liewellin, 36 W. RB. 347, 37 Ch. D. 
317, = Stirling, L.J., at p. 326). In Re Hotham (50 W. RB, 150; 1901, 2 
Ch. 790) it was held that the trustees were not bound to accept the 
directions of the tenant for life with reference to an investment of capital 
moneys upon mo: . Re Hotham (ubi supra), however, was under appeal, 
and was distinguishable from the present case, and only applied to the 
investment of capital moneys on mortgage. 

Jorcz, J., without calling upon counsel for the trustees, said that, 
generally speaking, if not universally, trustees in the execution of their 
trusts were enabled to choose the solicitor, broker, or banker with whom 
they would deal, and there was a well-known case—Foster v. Eisley (30 
W. B. 596, 19 Oh. D. 518)—in which Chitty, J., had held that trustees were 
not bound to regard even the direction of their testator as to the solicitor 
they should employ. If there were any question of the tenant for life or 
the trustees sharing in any brokerage to be earned upon an investment, of 

- course neither one nor the other could be allowed, directly or indirectly, 
to participate in that. It was true that sub-section 2 of section 22 of the 
Settled Land Act provided that the investment of capital money arising 
under the Act should be made according to the direction of the tenant for 
life. That point had been considered in various cases, and it had been held 
in Re Lord Coleridge's Settlement (44 W. R. 59 ; 1895, 2 Oh. 704) that the 
tenant for life was entitled to select a particular investment, But it had 
also been decided in Re Hotham (50 W. RB. 150; 1901, 2Ch. 790) that upon 
an investment on mortgage under the Settled Land Act, in accordance 
with a direction by the tenant for life, given under sectiou-22, sub-section 
2, it was the duty of the trustees to satisfy themselves as to value, title, 
and form of the particular mortgage, and that the same principle 
applied to other investments under the Act. That case was 
under appeal, but at present his lordship would follow it; and 
he was of opinion that sub-section 2 of section 22 had not the 
effect of entitling the tenant for life to select the broker, any more 
than the solicitor, to be employed by the trustees. His lordship then 
referred to tection 31 of the Act, which, after giving the tenant for life 
power to entcr into various contracts, provided that he might “in any 
other case enter into a contract to do any act for carrying into effect any 
purposes of this Act, and might vary or rescind the same,.’”’ The 
of that was, that the tenant for life could contract to do such 
as he was entitled by law to do, but his lordship did not think that 
t for life could contract that the trustees should do any particular 
trustees were entitled to select their own solicitors and their 
brokers. It had been said by Lord Romilly that trustees were 
the default of their solicitors, because they selected them. His 
agreed with the decision in Re Hotham (ubi supra), and he 
accordingly refused the application of the tenant for life.—Covnssz., 
Younger, K.0., and W. Brinton; Hughes, K.C., and 2. Beaumont. 
Soxicit0ns, Jennings & Finch ; Dawson, Bennett, Ryde, $ Co. 


Frill 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WESTMINSTER v. WATSON 
AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 15th May. 


Locat GovesNMent—Jvnispicrion Over Tamporary WooveEn Srevcrurgy 
—Lonpon Government Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c. 14). s. 5 (lj 
Lonpon Burmpine Acr, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. ccx1t.), ss. 82-86, 145, 


This was a case stated under section 29 of the London Government Act, 
1899, and raised the question left undecided by Zhe Council of the 
of Westminster v. London County Council (1902, 1 K. B. 326), as t 
whether the district surveyors had still the right to inspect and receiv 
a fee for so inspecting the temporary wooden structures likely to be 
erected at the coronation. The special case asked the court ae 
(1) whether the powers, duties, and liabilities of the surveyors 
respect to the supervision or inspection of wooden structures f 
wi section 84 of the London B Act, 1894, had been 
to the city council and its officers. (2) Whether wooden structures falling 
within section 84 were works of which the district surveyor should have a 
notice under section 145 and as to which he had duties of inspection and 
supervision independently of the terms of any licence. (3) Whether the 
right to receive fees for such inspection and supervision had been trans. 
ferred to the city council or had or was still retained by the 
district surveyor independently of the terms of the licence 
The district surveyors had been, by section 138 of the London Building 
Act, 1894, empowered to ascertain that the structures were erected in 
accordance with the instructions of the London County Oouncil, and it was 
their duty to inspect all such structures. By section 145 they were entitled 
to notice of any such buildings proposed to be erected and to fees 
for their inspection. By section 5 (1) of the London Government 
Act, 1899, the jurisdiction of the London County Council under 
part of the enactments mentioned in Part I. of the second 
schedule to that Act were transferred to the borough council, 
Among the enactments was the duty under section 84 of the London 
Building Act, 1894, of licensing wooden stractures and the power to 
take proceedings in default of obse: the conditions of a licence under that 
section. Forthe Westminster Council it was contended that the control of 
structures under section 84 was transferred to the Westminster Council and 
that the district surveyors had no longer now any duties in connection with 
them. The licence granted by the council contained a clause declar- 
ing that the work should be executed to the satisfaction of the city 
surveyor. For the district surveyors it was contended that it still rested 
with them toinspect. They were not officers of the London County Council, 
though appointed by them, and they bad duties under other sections of 
the London Building Act. It was not obligatory on the council in issuing 
a licence to have the building i 

Te Court (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Daniine and Ouannett, JJ.), 
in giving judgment, said that it was clear that the duties of the district 
surveyors had not been transferred to the Westminster Council, though they 
had been very substantially diminished. There might, however, still be 
cases in which the district surveyor would be entitled to inspect the 
building and to receive a fee. The proper course would be, however, for 
the county council to exercise their power under section 154 of the London 
Building Act and to fix a smaller fee for the surveyor if he should inspect 
in a proper case. The district surveyor was still entitled to notice of some 
things under section 145 of the Act.—CounsgL, Manisty, K.C., and WV. F. 
Oraies ; Macmorran, K.0., W. C. Ryde, and E. Hilliard. Soxtcrrons, 
Caprons, Hitchins, § Co. ; Hicklin, Washington, § Passmore. 
[Reported by C. G. Witprauam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
RIDD v. THORNE. Joyce, J. 8th, 9th, and 13th May. 


Soticrror—Lien—Cxnancinc Onper—Prioriry—Norice or So xicrror’s 
Ricut To L1zen—Prorerty Recovertp OR PRESERVED—PURCHASER FOR 
Vatve Wrrnovr Notice —Souicrrons Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict 
c. 127), s. 28. 


This summons was taken out by Mr. Harry Watkins, a solicitor of the 
Supreme Court, to determme whether his lien for costs and expenses 
incurred by him as solicitor to the plaintiff in an action of Ridd v. Thorne 
(1901, BR. No. 203) took priority over three charging orders obtained by 
certain creditors against the aesets of the business carried on in partner- 
ship by the plaintiff and defendant under the name or style of R. Bristow 
& Sons. It appeared that but for the action of Ridd v. Thorne all the 
assets would have been lost, and the solicitor’s lien was in respect of 
property recovered or preserved by him. ‘The rest of the facts are 
— set out in the judgment. 

Joyce, J., said that in this case there was a dispute between two partners 
carrying on business under the name or style of R. Bristow & Sons, and 
an action was commenced by one partner against the other. The action 
was going on with vigour, when certain creditors of the partnership com- 
menced actions against the partners, and having got judgment, obt. ined frum 
the master in chambers orders which have been called ‘“ charging 
orders,” rr? waees ore not technically cha — Fr eh eo Sh and 
following case of Kewney v, Attrill (33 W. R. 191, 3 . D. , 

these E. teelh oA deal with the charge herein- 
the order of the court, and it was ordered 
e firm should stand charged with the payment of such 
At that time, certainly at the date of the last order, 





(Reported by C. B. Camm, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


various asexte had been got in, and the proceeds of those assets were either 
in court. In lordship’s opinion the 
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effect of that order, so far as the assets were concerned, was to give a 
charge, or rather was not to give a charge otherwise than, subject 
to wig existing lien or } sap charge. His lordship doubted whether 
Kay, J., ever intended in the original case of Kewney v. Attrill (ubi supra), 
or whether it had ever been intended when similar orders were made in 
uent cases, to give any charge, except on the moneys of the creditors 
of the partnership themselves or as t the separate era of the 
firm. His lordship then dealt with section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, 
and said that the statute gave the court power to charge property 
yecovered or preserved with the payment of the costs, charges, and 
of that preservation, and further enacted that all conveyances 
acts done to defeat, or which should operate to defeat, such charge or 
right, should, unless made to a bond fide purchaser for value without notice, 
be absolutely void and of no effect as against the charging right. It was 
settled that this section must receive a liberal construction, and his 
ip thought that the decision of Romer, L.J.; in Scholey v. Peck (1893, 
10h. 709) was in accordance with the general line of authorities. His 
lordship then quoted Romer, L.J.’s, judgment at p. 711, and said that it 
was quite settled, as appeared from that judgment, that this was a charge 
which might be imposed not only on the property of a particular 
dient, but that if the property of other persons were preserved or 
recovered it was imposed also on their pro or interest. The case 
of Jackson v. Smith (53 L. J. Ch. 972) shewed that it might be made as 
against the creditors: of a partnership. The statute said distinctly 
that all conveyances and acts done to defeat, or which should operate to 
defeat such charge or right, should, unless made to a bond fide purchaser 
for value, be absolutely void. It might reasonably be doubted whether 
judgment creditors were purchasers or not—they certainly were not before 
the orders, and if they were purchaters at all, it was only by virtue of the 
orders. But they were certainly not purchasers without notice, because 
theaction was in existence, and in the case of Cole v. Eley (42.W. R. 505 ; 
1894, 2 Q. B. 180), which was confirmed on appeal (42 W. R. 561 ; 1894, 
2Q. B. 350), it was held that the provisions of section 28 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1860, avoiding conveyances to defeat a charging order, unless made 
to a bond fide purchaser for value without notice, meant without notice of 
the solicitor’s right to a lien, and not without notice of the existence of a 
charging order, and that an assignee of a judgment creditor, being aware 
of the existence of an action, in which the colicitor had acted for the plain- 
tiff, must be taken to have notice of the solicitor’s right to a lien on the 
eer recovered, and therefore was not a purchaser for value without 
. His lordship held that the persons who had these orders were not 
— for value without notice, and that the right of the solicitor to 
lien took priority over all the creditors, and that he was therefore 
entitled to a common order.—Oounsgt, Younger, K.O., and 7. Douglas ; 
C. EB. Bovill ; E. Clayton. Sotscrrors, Harry Watkins ; Smith & Hodgson ; 
Ward, Perks, § McKay. 
| Reported by 0. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


May 15.—Anravur Srorrorp Francis. 
May 15.—AnpRew Rosinson 
May 16.—Ennzst Epwin Woopueap. 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 


May 15.—Tuomas Joun Servineton Savery Kune, of 2a, Portugal- 
oon “en and 115, The Grove, Stratford, Essex (suspended for twelve 
months). 

May 16.—Witi1am Lawrence B11, of 5, Portland-street,. Southampton 
(suspended for two years). 








The decision of the House of Lords on Friday in the Gresham Life 
ce Society’s income tax case has, says the Zimes’ money article, 

been received with some surprise in insurance circles. Few expected that 
the society would win so completely as it has done. The question of 
ce for the moment is how far other companies will be exempt 

from income tax on foreign dividends which are not actually transferred 
to this coun'ry, though they may be —— into account,’’ and to 
what extent a repayment of income tax for the past three years can be 
Since 1892-93 the Gresham has declined to pay income tax upon 

the interest recaived and retained abroad on foreign securities. This 
interest now amounts to upwards of £200,000 a year, and the total 
accumulations of income tax which were claimed by the authorities 
amounted at the end of 1901 to £51,898. It is not easy to ize as 
tegards other insurance companies, but it seems probable that, whatever 
their practice may be at present in the matter of transferring foreign 
dividends, they have it in their power to exempt themselves from English 
income tax on a considerable portion of their investments. I¢ is 
not easy to say whether the Income Tax Commissioners will forthwith 
be deluged with claims for repayment of the tax which has during the 
past three years been = in error, but we hear that many insurance 
sare examining their books and drawing up statements for the con- 
sideration of directors. It may be recalled that when the Gresham society 
several years ago successfully fought the question of the payment of 
income tax on annuities, on the ground that annuities were not paid out 
of profits, the Exchequer overcame the decision in a masterly, if rather 


, manner. A clause was inserted in the oe abolhee taay ager} sparing 
er were pa’ 


Act of 1892 subjecting annuities to income,tax whe 
out of profits or were not. No one was on the look-out for the clause, and 
it slipped through unnoticed. This manquvre cannot well be success - 
fully performed twice, and if the present House of Lords’ decision is to be 
vercome by legislation, the Government must fight the issue in the open. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Total number of attendances of members of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society at Council and committee meetings from the 
22nd of April, 1901, to the 25th of April, 1902, excluding attendances at 
meetings of the Committee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888 : 





Name. Couacil. Committee. Name. Council. Committee. 
Mr. Addison oe 16 21 Mr. Pennington .. 31 135 
», Attlee... ow «624 16 a wie ... on ae 82 
s, Barker — | 121 Sir A. K. Rollit ... 30 29 
», Beale ... oe ae 20 Mr. Stewart ae 6 
» Blyth ... we «624 19 +, Walters a ae 1 
»» Bristow saa 25 » Wightman ... 6 3 
vee a ide ae = = Pi —- » 37 
9 eston eos ss itham sae 2 
», Cunliffe ae 22 F 
- SR 3. SD Se eee 
» Fladgate ~~ an _ : a 
Mr. J. Ansell eT | 
Sir H. Fowler — 2 J. H. Cooke 5 1 
Mr. Frere ... oe 25 "Rint .. — Wee 
», Freshfield ... 11 3 1 HMoum . et i 
” Godden a ae 40 ‘2 J. B Patkin- 
i en a 48 ” =. ~" pcs 
” Gray Hill wo ll A Pope + aad ‘ain 
» Gribble — 19 Tae 
», Hollams —— 9 Extraordinary Members 
», Howlett mis _ Fg ho wma 1901. 
»» Humfrys on le 1 r. F. Acton oe _ 
a Sohne ~ 3 5h | » HeBane .. 5 2 
” King eee ne) ae 62 | a» J A aa Ag : ; 
* ae er | 17 3» Gouldsmit : 
»» Manisty — 7 » H. Green “= oe 
», Margetts | 4 » A.S. Mather... 1 2 
»> Marshall i - 1 |» J. W. Morris... — — 
»» Mathews = — | oo” R. A. Pinsent... 8 3 
» Milne ... won, Se 2 xy F.O. Taylor... 2 5 
»» Morrell pee Se 6 » F. Watts a _ - 


Attendances at meetings of Committee appointed under the S§ licitors 
Act, 1888, from the 25th of April, 1901, to the 24th of April, 1902:— 


Mr. Budd... Ba bea 29 | Mr. Morrell 15 
» Hllett... sai and .. 8T] 4, Walters 36 
» Fladgate... se .. 45] ,, Witham 32 
» Manisty se mete ao 3 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL Fesrrva. 


The seventieth annual festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society was 
held on Thursday, the 15th inst.; at the Hotel Cecil, Mr. Justice Jeir 
takiog the chair. Among the guests were: Mr. Justice Ridley, Sir G. H. 
Lewis, Mr. F. A. Bosanquet, K.0. (Common Serjeant), Mr. F. Low, K.C., 
Mr. Ernest Page, K.0., Mr. O. A. Russell, K.C., Mr. Arthur Powell, K.C, 
Mr. English Harrison, K.C., Mr. Macnaghten, K.C., Mr. W. Grantham, 
Mr. H. 8. Morris, Mr. F. Newbolt, M.A., F.C.S., Mr. J. H. Stone, F.LS, 
F.C.S., Mr. J. R. Bell Hart, Mr. E. W. S. Sinclair-Cox, Mr. Worsley, 
Mr. J. R Gage, Mr. E. E. Lake, Mr. Geo. Vandamm, Mr. F. Wolfe, Mr. 
R. E. L. V. Williams, Mr. T. W. Inskip, Mr. A. Hanbury, Mr. H. C. 
Holden, Mr. P. A. 5 : Mr. M. G 


Charteris, 
Mr. George Lewis, Mr. Wiegall, . R. M. Senhouse, Mr. R. B. LD. 
Acland, and Mr. A. Hildesheimer. 

The toast ot ‘‘ The King” and ‘‘ The Queen, the Priace and Princess of 
Wales, and the other members of the Royal Family’’ having been given 
from the chair and honoured with the customary loyal enthusiasm, 

The CuatrmaN proposed “ een to the United Law Clerks’ Society. 
He ewid this was a venerable , for it had attained the patriarchal 
age of three score years and ten. Bat although it was so old it showed no 
sign of decay, but cn the contrary was lengthening its cords and th. 
ening its stakee, and every year extending its sphere of usefulness. The 
society exis‘ed for the mutual help and comfort of its members, by making 
provision for those who from age or infirmity or some other 
out of the ranks, and by providing also against times of sick- 
ness and disease and assisting those who were left more or less 
destitute by the death of the bread winner. By these means the members 
were carrying out the first ere ym of Ohristian fellowship, and were 
laying up for themselves their fam'lies provision against a rainy day. 
In this way they were setting an to others whilst they were them- 
selves reaping the fruits of economy thrift. Seal dete Se emtiedie 
have its provident associ so that ite members 
laying by for themselves their families and with t 

,as was the case with the United Law Olerks’ ae 
considerable portion for those outside upon whom misfortune 
might come. And surely thoe connected with the great 
law ought to take a more intense interest in the society. Its members 
incl: barristers’ clerks, He spokeas a barrister, for once a barrister 
always « barrister. The late Lord Esher had always insisted upon it 


e 
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that none of the judges had ceased to be barristers because they 
had been removed to a position where they could no longer 
take delight in the fray and in the din of battle to which they had 
been accustomed. Barristers’ clerks were persons of whom he as a barrister 
could speak with the greatest regard, and even with affection. What would 
the barrister do without them ? They managed everything for him; looked 
atter his health and comfort ; removed from him all sordid pecuniary cares, 
and in every respect served him in a way in which nobody elsecould. The 
made all his appointments for him, both in and out of court, and did their 
best to smooth over his clients when from some cause or another he failed 
to keep them. They rejoiced in bis victories and mourned over his defeats, 
and were more jealous of his honour than he was himself. In short, they 
treated themselves not as his servants but as his partners, and he loved to 
have it so. Then its members were solicitors’ clerks, also a zealous arm 
of workers, men who knew the ropes, who provided all the materials with 
which t>e barrister and solicitor sought to do something themselves, 
loading and pointing the guns which the barrister or solicitor afterwards 
fired off. They were perpetually by the side of the members of the 
profession, working with them and for them, and they were honoured and 
respected in that they not only took a very leading part in the work of 
litigation, but they also maintained to the full the high honour and high 
integrity of their common profession. He was very glad to think that in the 
course of nearly forty years’ active pursuit of his profession he had come toknow 
a large number of solicitors’ clerks. When the barrister first came to know 
solicitors’ clerks they were few and far between, but as time went on their 
visits became more frequent and more lucrative. But apart from that 
they were men for whom he had always felt the greatest respect. About 
thirteen years ago, in delivering a lecture to law students at Wolver- 
hampton, on the subject of co-operation of the two branches of the legal 
profession in the work of litigation, he had traced with some care the 
course of conduct of barristers and solicitors and their subordinates in the 
courre of an action. He had said that the solicitor’s managing clerk 
should follow the story and be ready with details, and to hand in without 
an instant’s delay each letter and document as it was called for. Many 
a case was won by the readiness of some junior clerk who supplied the 
missing link at some critical moment. Young men did not always know 
how much their services were appreciated by counsel. Turning more 
particularly to the society, he might say that it was instituted, he was 
informed, in the year 1832 by a few managing clerks, who had long 
witnessed with pain the distressed condition of many of their 
fellow-clerks when deprived of health or past labour, and 
also the sufferings often endured by their widows and families 
on their decease, for which provision was seldom made. A 
fund was at that time created by small monthly contributions out of 
which relief was to be afforded in sickness, pensions granted to aged 
and infirm members, and assistance given to the families of deceased 
members. A benevolent fund, to which every member contributed was 
also formed to assist distressed clerks, whether members or not, their 
widows and families, with small gifts of money not exceeding £10. Under 
certain necessary restrictions this assistance was afforded to all deserving 
law clerks and their families whose distress was the result of unavoidable 
misfortune. The society, at its commencement, obtained the patronage of 
many eminent members of the profession, whose early, zealous and 
energetic support had materially contributed to its present satisfactory 
condition. Among the benefits were the following: A weekly allowance 
in sickness of £1 1s., pensions payable weekly, varying from 14s., payment 
on a member’s death of £50; on the decease of a member's wife £25, and 
the provision of medical advice and assistance to members. The society had 
expended sinc? 1832 the sum of £145,695 with assisting members and non- 
members and their widows and families. Of this upwards of £4,711 was 
expended during the past year. He thought this was a magnificent record. 
Men like the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice and others in 
high positions on the judicial bench had become the patrons of the society, 
and many eminent members of the bar and of the solicitors’ branch had 
extendea their zeal and sympathy toit. He thought therefore that the 
society now stood on a very firm foundation, and that it was rooted in the 
affections of the profession, every member of which frem the top to the 
bottom took an interest in it. He understood that it was chiefly desired 
that the young men for whose benefit the society chiefly existed should 
themselves realize more than they at present did the advantages of 
becoming members. The Lord Chief Justice at the last anniv 
festival had called attention to the fact that the members were not so 
numerous as they ought to be. This year’s report showed that that 
had been removed to a considerable extent and he hoped that 
such meetings as this would as time went on have the effect of greatly 
increasing the membership. It might be raid that a society like this ought 
this time to be self-supporting, but there was the benevolent side of 
work to be considered and that its members were sacrificing a large 
portion of their savings for the sake of assisting those outside the society ; 
that it was, in view of thie, right that the members of the profession 
come in and with no sparing hand assist in the grand work that 
was being accomplished. This was a society which brought out the 
best instincts of one’s nature. It was a society, the members of which all 
tried to help one another, and he most earnestly hoped that the gathering 
to-night would not only by their donations but by an inc of interest 
and sympathy help the society to even greater usefulness. 

Mr. Hewry Srzay ), in returning thanks, said the society 
was full of vigour despite its age, and was branching out in new directions. 
Within the last two years the gifts to those in distress had been doubled. 

Mr. C. A. Russeii, K.C., in “ The Legal Profession,’’ said 
that to whatever branch of the legal pr the . they had 
the desire always to su and, 60 as them lay, 


as coroner seventeen years 
London and borough of Southwark, the city of 
1 ondon District. 


on the 17th inst. at the age of sixty-nine years. 
and was the head of the firm of Messrs. 
Pagnell. He was registrar of the county court. 


& Bell), Gainsborough. May 31. 


ee 

administration of justice which had been committed to them. They were 
able to rely upon the bench being always composed of those who thoroughly 
unders and sympathized with the other branches of the profession, 
They knew exactly what each branch could do and ought to do, and 
were as determined to maiatain the honour and integrity of the two 
branches of the profession, as they were to uphold the dignity of the bench, 
The Bar was the kindest, the most friendly in the best and truest sense, ang 
the most honourable eee to which any man could belong. Poggi 
in the present assembly the best qualities of the sclicitors’ branch of the pro- 
fession were not so highly appreciated as they would be in an assembly of 
laymen, because he was convinced that in any gathering of business 
or fairly representative of all classes of society, it would be found that 
when once they had got over the platitudes which people were accustomed 
to utter occasionally with regard to lawyers, it would be admitted that 
there was no class of professional men who more thoroughly and in a more 
single-hearted manner served the public. The solicitors were’ the 
depositaries of all that was mcst confidential in the affairs of men of 
business or in relation to the family and other matters; and it 
was the rarest event, as they knew, that there should be an 
instance in which that confidence was even to the smallest extent 
abused. He had made these remarks because he believed that it wag 
outside the legal profession that there was, perhaps, found the keenest 
appreciation of the services of the solicitors. As a barrister he could speak 
from personal experience in the warmest manner of the services of 
solicitors in regard to the litigation with which he had been concerned, 

Mr. Justice Ripiey, responding for the bench, ur the necessity of 
providing for the future when a man was young. He must provide not 
only for what might hap to himself in his old age, but for the possible 
needs of the family which bad to look to him. There were only two ways 
in which he could do this. He could either belong to such a society as the 
United Law Clerks, or he could go to an insurance society. The bench was 
a very misce)laneous body, and he supposed this ought to be so; for its 
members had to do a great many things with very inadequate experience 
to guidethem. In former days, when a man was made a judge, he was put 
in a court which did a particular kind of business, but nowadays 
a judge in the King’s Bench Division had to do all sorts of business, 
and it was extremely difficult for him to deal with everytbi 
brought before him. There were dozens of subjects in respect 
which he was expected to be informed. He hoped the bench had 
been found fairly adequate to their work, but it was not in human 
nature to do everything. But he was certain the public still had con- 
fidence in the judges. The judges had to remember the public. The 
profession was before them always, and the members could speak for 
themeelves, but the public and the public time had to be considered, 
When they remembered the mass of business brought into the courts and 
the time within which it had to be dealt with, he hoped both branches of 
the profession would feel fairly friendly towards the judges if ae 
they seemed to be hurrying them on. He was himself, he was afraid, 
rather quick in arriving at the points of acase. His object when on the 
bench had been to arrive at the truth of the case and to get at the point 
a - Naceatae He conceived that that was the end of the functions of the 

nch. 
Mr. Encuisx Harrison, K.O., returned thanks for the bar. 
Mr. 8. Seat, in responding for the solicitor branch of the profession, 
observed that in the course of a very lengthened experience he had gained 
— = assistance from his association with law clerks than from any 
other y- 
Mr. Macnacuten, K.C. proposed the health of ‘‘The Honorary 
Stewards,” Mr. Lowz, K.O. responding, and the remaining toasts were: 
‘The Ohairman,’’ given by Mr. F. A. Bosanauet, K.O. (Common 
Serjeant), and acknowledged by Mr. Justice Jutr, and ‘“‘ The Ladies,” 
which was proposed by Mr. R. VavaHan WILLIAMs, 
Donations were announced to the amount of £560, which it was believed 
would be increased to £600. 












LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 
The death is announced of Mr. Arnetstan Braxton Hicxs, coroner for 
the South-Western District of London and the Kingston Division of 
Surrey. Mr. Hicks was called to the bar in 1875, and practised on the 
Western Circuit and at the Middlesex Sessions. Before his appointment 


he was deputy-coroner for the City of 
mn y estminster, and the West 


Mr. Wiiu1am Rocers Butt, solicitor, of Newport Pagnell, Bucks, died 
He was admitted in 1856, 
. B. & W. B. Bull, of Newport 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTion. 
Decimus Mauierr Rouys and Hervext Atrrup Bax, solicitors (Robbs 
[ Gazette, May 20. 


GENERAL, 
Mr. Justice Jelf, at the anniversary festival of the United Law Clerks’ 


Society, mentioned, says the Globe, that he received no fewer than 700 





each in own way to aid the in the great function of the 





letters of congratulation upon his appointment to the bench, and that he 
quswened Soy one wih hewn teat 
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‘hey were Itis announced that Mr. James Abbs, sometime junior clerk to the late | | Noricz.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit 
10roug’ sir John Holker, Attorney-General, and recently in the Attorney- | Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken on the 
"and op General's a, ~ 9 en ei to succeed the late Mr. W. P. a working day; in other cases the note — the eeu of = 
) BT Clarke as chief clerk of the department. ircuit Town indicates the day before w usiness will not 
&, pe In reference 4 Ae adlrenan§ aoe bh a oe at the Old pee, Nag a png al Ld ee S deus to which two Judges go there will 
A was eave the box an 8 place was taken another, Mr. “ 
a. itice Ridley, on the concluding day Mf the sittings, ‘after hearivg Qo) Pre et tee Hh 
f th tions, said he made no imputations against anybody, but people} % K+ Pit tz Fat Fiwi ae 
cali a mut be very careful how they approached jurymen. At the same time, he| & FE oie MGii Sih FPR: ati 
y of thought he had had eufficient grounds for asking the juryman to retire. | & 38 :Fii:Biii iiigiie iB: $33: 
ond a He repeated that he had said nothing against anyone. It appeared, says} = 272 ‘g::igiiig@iiig:ig rg: 23s 
= a the Times, that the reason for the juryman’s being asked to leave was that PO) 2: ik it pei tin fe: Seg Be 
ted Pe he had had luncheon with a gentleman—a neighbour and a relative of. his om Maa ar Wee Oy RO SARE CLEC & ad ee 
naman —who had been seen in the morning talking to a person interested in the gla) 1 isak EEE ad eee ii: 
defence. ass) oo: i: $$ $2 § feeds ps fai 

vere Hee | ; 3opr ria. . 33 : : 3 $3 
F men of Was there ever, asks the Globe, an Act criticized co freeely from the BES = | i> i :8 3. 3m 7° 3 : 23 3 
and it bench as the Workmen’s Compensation Act? Lord Brampton, who| -#2 >| $:8::4:ii8 ig: ig ii 2 Pim 

be an , in the House of Lords, last Friday, one of the most elaborate|/“c° (| 23'S :igii. Hes: a tie 34 
t extent j nts ever delivered by a judge of eighty-four years of age, spoke of SS es me fi 
t it was the Act in theee uncomplimentary terms : ‘ [t is so framed as to provoke | 2 ster d 337 3 4 4i ia ii 
keenest rather than minimize litigation; and those who are responsible forthe| #5 7%) iigb: igiii : ini: iwc; an 
ld. speak language of some of its enactments little knew the amount of labour they ae) :: te sete 6: FE PP GE: 
vices of were entailing upon those whose duty it might be to interpret them.” Cis) iy i ea 2, @: “ bs: ee 
ned, Lord Robertson was even more emphatic in his condemnation of the| “2 “= : 8: § iB ii 3 Bioi: a ee 
essity of dranghtsmansbip of the unfortunate Act. ‘The problem,” he said, “is te : 3 ied 2 ff ie ta? i ie 88s 
vide not how to patch up c:rtain statutory enactments which are incoherent and . asl 2.2 Sr ee a a 2 £4 
possible almost contradictory.” Lord Davey, who differed from Lord Brampton; 2 7.) :,: §:: 2 3 é é : ig ¢. ap ee 
WO ways ad Lord Robertson in their interpretation of the provisions of the Act| & 3 ig i@siigtii,@iis im ig? igi: 
y as the under discussion, agreed with them fully as to the ambiguity of the) 3 68 :@ifg i igg i ida: iy -a Be im: ? 
nch was statute, and remarked that it was difficult ‘‘to come to any conclusion . |e 2 ee ii & : ‘ge 2:8 ig a: i: 
; for its which was not open to criticism.”’ a Me] Zz if : fig iigi ae fii 
perience Dr. Richard Garnett, writing to the Zimes on the almost universal l ie. pee. Pei: : $e Mis: 
was put omission by papermakers of the date of the manufacture of their paper, a 3 Pi Bit: 
Wadays which used to be recorded by the water-mark, eays: ‘‘The great ls ; Bi i 
usiness, importance which a dated water-mark may posress in legal proceedings is SS : g io 3 
ry thing strikingly illustrated by a passage in the interesting letters of Céar de Be : fese ii 
pect of Saussure on England in the time of the first Georges, recently published by iS = ai: 
ch had Mr. Murray. A dishonest steward endeavoured, by means of fo a 7 a 
human documents, to make his mistress, the Duchess of Buckingham, responsible BE . 4 E 2: 
ud con- for the repayment of large sums which had in fact never been advanced to| & g— gi? 
The her: A lengthy lawsuit followed, which came before the Court of King’s| 3 a8 “$4. 
eak for Bench, and the duchess, who had already been condemned to lose the E ES ii: 
sidered. lawsuit by the judges of the court below, was going to be condemned by §5 233 
rts and those of the higher court, when one of them had a sudden inspiration. oi aad 
ches of teizing a contested bill, the judge held it up to the light, and, having n : i 
— examined it carefully, he discovered to a certainty that the bill was forged,| 4 | :.; pee 
afraid, the date and water-mark on the paper being several years posterior tothe| §& F . >: 3 
on the tin cy 99 2 igs a 
bgt date of the writing. a Se ai 
; by the Had an intelligent foreigner been present he would have been consider-| 7 £8 q : 


ably mystified, says the Daily Telegraph, by an occurrence which, on one 





day last week, marred the usual harmony of the proceedings at the Old 


L.G. J. of Eng.| G 

















F  Balley. During the progress of the case relating to forged £5 notes, % | 
oe Mr. ¢. W. Mathews, with as much calm as he om muster, conveyed to =] Z| 
m any the presiding judge the hideous intelligence that an alderman was not| §& |2)| 
present. Horror fell upon the company. The cheek of Mr. Justice| ¢ id 
norary Ridley paled, and the officers of the court were observed to be labouring kg | 33 
‘wens: under strong emotion. At times of stress and difficulty presence of mind | ~ Boe SSOL SLES 
ame isinvaluable. The right thing had to be done, and at once. The learned 
dies,” judge was equal to the occasion. Dispatching a messenger with instruc- 


tions forthwith to discover and produce an alderman, he adjourned the 
court and awaited the arrival of the desired functionary. Happily the 
messenger was successful; an alderman was found, and peace was restored. 
In theory the Lord Mayor is the judge who presides over trials at the Old 
Bailey. Accordingly, either he or his deputy, in the shape of an alderman, 
must ty evidence while the criminal business of the court is being 


a 

§ 

elieved | 5 
| @ 
5 


SUMMER 
ASSIZES, 1902. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
Masrers in Cuampgrs ror Trintry S§rrries, 1902. 








=o COURT PAPERS. A to F.—Mondaye, Wednesdays, fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne; 
on the SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Day. 
tment Rota oy RegisTRars mm ATTENDANCE oF ma. wh a by ane Fridays, Master Macdonell; Tuesday, 
Aprzat Co Mr. Justice © Mr. Justice uradays, Saturdays, . 
_ — “Ss: a. co D wid) Mondape, "Wednesdays, Feidaye, Master Archibeld ; Tuesdays, 
26 Mr.Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach | Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 
, died “3 2 R Leach Beal W. Leach Practice Masrsr. 
1856, Carrington § Theed A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 


Carrington — rota to dispose of all questions of practice, «x parte applications, and 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice | Seneral business. 
Swinren Eavy. Monday, Master Wilberforce ; LS ag Master Lord re 


Bucky. Joyo, 














Mr, Greswell Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carrington | Wednesday, Master Ohitty; Th Macdonell ; 
Church Seainen Beal Master Day ; Saturday, Master Fierro § aay, 
Greswell Pemberton Godfrey 
tobbs Church Jackson R. Leach 
Greswell Pemberton Jackson 
20. Church Jackson Pemberton Wannine To Intenpine Hovse Purcuasars anp Lusssus.—Before pur- 
. oe wating » hee, Oe St ty. Te to 
. . ve the Drains and Sanitary Tested and 
lerks’ CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. Reported upon. For terms cpply to he Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
n 700 The poy Eh will remain in Town:—Daruine, J., ee Se Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, -street, Westminster. Established 
at he _ of the uits; the other Judges till their respective Com on | 27 years. ; jteegpee: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
8, minster.—[Apvr. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 27.—Meesrs. Cuixnock, Gatswortuy, & Cuixyock, at the Mart, at 2:—Gray’s-ian- 
road, Clerkenwell-road, Leather-lane, and Batton-garden (close to Holborn and the 
City): —Sourd and improving Freehold Trust Investments of themost eligible character, | 


ant, 


and blocks of model 
hood, let to old tenants at 





oars numerous shops, dwelling-houses, offices, fact 
Awellings, situate in a populous ard busy tradin neighbour 
rents now produciog £3,132 per annum. 
London. (See advertisement, May 17,p 4.) 
May 27.—Messrs. Watton & Lez, at the Kart, at 2: Freehold, at a very Low rve 
No. 15, Palace-court, W.. attractive modern Family Residence, only a few yar¢s from 
gardens, close to two stations on the Ceatral London Electric Railway. 
Solicitors, Messrs Scott, Spalding, & London, (See advertisement, May 10,p 5) 
May 29.—Messrs. Driver, Joxas, & Co., at the Westgate Hotel, Newport, Mor., at 11 in 
25 Lots :—Monmouthashire, the remaining Parts of the Duke of Beaufort’s Monmouth- 
shire Estates ; Twelve Valuable Manors, Two Castles, Market Tolls, and Impropriate 
Tithes commuted at £849 11s. 11d, Solicitors, Messrs. Williams & James, London. 


(See advertisement, this week, p. 4.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriz.p, at their Sale at the Mart, on We?nsday last were 
successful in ~sing of the va'uable Freehold eee, known as the (late) British 
Schools Chase Side, Enfield, and a Pair of Semi-detached Houses at the sum of £1,810; 
and for six Leasehold Houses, Nos. 34, 36, 38, 40, 59, and 52, Hazlewood-road, 

‘althametow, they obtained £1,075. 

Messrs. C. C. & T, Moone sold at the Mart, on Thursday last, 14 Freeho'd Cottages in 
Everard-street, 8t. George's, for £2,840; a = House in Limehouse-causeway, for 
£205 ; the 7 years’ lease of 4 Cottages in Endive-street, Limehouse, for £230; 4 Plots of 
Freeho'd Land in Chadwell Heath, for £115. 








WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, May 16, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CuANcERY. 


Baixz Barus Hore., Liuirzep—Petn for winding up, presented May 7, directed to be 
heard on May 28 Chapman & Brooks, Braz-nose st, Manchester, solors for petners, 
ee rng must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in ths after- 
noon 0 y 27 

CazarTat (New) Mixes, Loutep—Peta for winding up, presented May 13, directed to be 
heard on May 28. Mayo & Co, Drapers gdns, Throgmorton av, solors for petners. 
es yh appearing must reach the above-named not la‘ér than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon ay 

Gitimas & Spexcen, Luourep (1x Votuytary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 3), to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or , to James Ford, 81, Cannon st 

H Foster Maxuracrvuainc Co, Lauren (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 

May 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick Barnes, 52, Gracechurch st. Gush & Co, Fiosbu y circus, s:lors to 


p—Petn for winding up, present:d May 14, directed 
Vernon st, 8 rt,on June 6. Blair & Seddon, 
solors for petners. Notice of appeariag must reach ths above- 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 5 


Hypz Ieperiat Russer Co, Loure 
to be heard at the Court 


st, Manchester, 
named not later than 


BANKKUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 16, me Ord May 14 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
. em Builder High Cuurt Pet April 
vy 


ALEXANDER, — 
17 Ord Ma 

Astox, Sypyzy Vere, Park pl, 8t James’sst High Court 
Pet A May 13 

Asstiz, Wiit14m Eicuazp, Bridgend, Baker Cardiff Pet 
May 13 O:d May 13 

ARTINGSTALL, CATHARINE 
Boltoa Pet May 


12 Ord may 12 
1 Cuaz.es, Burnley Barnley Pet May13 Ord 
ay 


Batemay, Jonx Kemeys, hg od Licensed Victualler 
Exeter Pet A 30 Ord 14 


7 

Beut, Rosent Joux, Tredegar, Travelling Draper Trede- 
gar PetMsy1 Ord ylé 

Brustzap, Epwis Hexny, and Jony» Cvrier, Worthing, 
Builders Brighton Pet May13 Ord May 13 | 

Boornmay, Water, Seacroft, nr Leeds, General Dealer | 
Leeds Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Bowicx, Gizerr. Queen Vi st, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet Aprili9 Ord May 13 

Bromrigip, Fraxsk Hanoip, Biaenavon, Mon, Chemist 
‘at Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Baows. Kicnanp, sen, Norwell, Notts, Wheelwright 
Nottingham Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Bvetox, Jasz Maniz, Lianshaiadr, Montgomery, 

e m Pet Mayl Ord May 12 
Cuattescer, Enowasp Henperr, eltenham, 
Decoszator Cheltenham Pet Mayi3 Ord May 18 
Crarr, Anruvr, Upton Park, Jeweller High Court Pt 

April 10 Ord May 12 
Corram, Josava Tuomas, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
May8 Ord Ma: 


ay 
Cuawsuay, M J, Lianssio Bwieh, Brecknock High 
‘oa ue 13 


Court Pet March 10 
Curtis, ~ toe Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet May12 Ord 
Eurny, Jauzs Cuanizs, New Southgate, Bailder Edmonton 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Lieeetoans, Glam, Innkeeper Pontypridd 


" ent Hexzy, Hea Moor Madron, Cornwall, | 

¥ J Buncorn, hes ~—4 , F _ 

ORD, JAMES, J qurer 

Pet May is OrdMayi3 

- Box, Masm Bath Pet May 12 

Gaiues, Esdio . Warwick Pet 
apr ne Gn gen, er Birmiogham “ 

Gaov oriton on lock, Manchester 
“april 29 Ord May 12 


Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


| Ho 


May 13 Ord May 13 


d May 12 

and Epvyice’ ARtincsTAtt, .= M 
Grocer Ponty 
Kixc, Witi1am 
High Cours 


Ord May 13 





Cambridge Pet 
Moncerierr, Jouw Grorce 
May ié Ord May 14 


| ate Ag 
| Newros, Rosert, Barrow 
Bacrow 
Oatiey, Tuomas, 
Pet May 13 Ord May 1 
Pgarsos, Wittism, A 
Agent chester 
Bouse Victualier Exeter Pet 
Mayl4 Ord May 14 
Puszy, E B, 
May 12 


Pet May 18 Ord 


Pet May 13 O1d 
Regs, Cuantes Levi, 


Bessuaw, 
Bolton 


April 24 Ord May 12 


Brom 
Squiez, Joux Pariser, 
n 





Solicitor, A. Holte Macphereon, Esq., 
| SunpgBLanp CyccE Co, Luursp 


Mevyra Exzoraic Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 10, directed to 
on May 28. "Evans, Queen Victoria st, so'or for petner. Notice of pod 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of ay 7 
Rocupate Raza Fisre Spinntne Co, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before June 
| "80, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ty 
| Fae John Rawlinson, 37, Walbrook. Ross-Iane3 & Oo, Billiter sq bldgs, solors to 
or 
Pi Grencarap Co, Liutrep - Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars.of their debts or claims, to William H Corsyr, 
30, Branswick st, Liverp ol a ; 
1x Liquipation)—All persons having c'aims arep. 
quested to send particulars to R C Thompson, Bridge Dockyard Sunderland 
Tuomas Warkins & Co, Luutzp —By an order made by Buck'ey. J, dated April 99, it 
was ordered that the voluntary wiading up of the company be contiaued. wning & 
Co, Leadenhall st, for Downing & Handcock, Cardiff, solors for petners 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luntrep mm CHANCERY. 


‘“ Exrractions” (StugcEs Parent), Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, 
directed to be heard oa May 28. Ne . eap, solor for petner. Notice of 
i e-named not late: than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Pxos, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, directed to be heard on May a, 
Gery, Wa'brook, solor for petners. Rotios of appearing must reach the above-namej 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 27 ; 

Sartine Suir “ Lorap Dersy” Co, Liurrep—Creditors are poguee. on or before June 14, 
to send their names and i —_ fg ae ee of their debts or claims, to Joha 
Herron, 18, Tower bldgs North, er st, Liverpoo! . 

TyNEWYDD nae eden Co, Lumrep—Petn for wn ading up, presented May 15, directed to 
be heard on June 3. Hill & Co, Water st, Live:p20!, solors for petners. Notice of 
a must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

une 2 


appearing must reach the abov: 
May 27 


Un.imirep in CHANCERY. 


Grosvenog House Prorerty Acquisition AND Investment BuiLpina Sociery—Petn for 
up, presented May 13, directed to be heard on May 28 a, Gresham ¢, 








| Haves, Joun, Runcorn, Chester, Painter Warrington | 
LLANDS, Heyry, Upper Norwood, Baker Croyden Pet | 
May 14 Ord May 14 | 
Ivery, Henry James, Dorking, Seedsman Croydon Pet 


Jerrreys, Morcay, Shoemaker 


Joys, Puituip Ropp, Williamsto 

idd Pet May14 Ord May 1 
ICHARD, Forest Gate, 
Pet May12 Ord May 12 


Mangiace, Frank, Dartford, 
May 13 
Manse, Frepsriok WitiiamM, Newmarket, 
i May 12 Ord May 12 
» Putney Wandsworth Pet | 


| Moss, Verwon Avevstus, Satton Coldfield 
ent <7 Pet yt 


Farness Pet May13 Ord May 13 
Bemesy, Hants, Grocer Southampton 
ton upon Mersey, Commi 
Pet April 25 Ord May 14 
Pexsiam Frep Atszat, L 
Pontis, Witu1am Henxey, Swiodon, Grocer 
Brighton Pet April 43 O.d 
Quics, Esuume, aH, Somat, Slaughterman Bristol 
y 
Bancer, Haeny peeem, Delhi, Auctioneer Croydon 
agent Aberdare Pet May 18 
Parcenicek WI..iam, 
Pet May13 Ord May 18 
Rocens, F J, Stoneycroft, Liverpool 
Srexcen. Gronoe Hexzy, West Brom 
est 


orig 


solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of May 27 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 16. 
Coprey, Exizasetu, Southend June 9 Dingle v Hunsdon, Kekewich, J Roberts & 
rightson, Basinghall st 
Camm, Se Catford, Kent, Brewer’s Traveller June 13 Bell v Larcombe, 


Ww Aldis, Basinghall st 
Mastey, Joserx, Crediton, Gent June 11 Body and Others v Man'e7, Joyce, J 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 20, 


Rudall, Watliog st 
DairFitt, Henry Mirrox, Levallois Perret, France Juae 24 Nowell v Suter, Farwell,J 
Nowell & Co, Barton on Humber 


Hasris, Tuomas Henery, St Alban, Carpenter St Albans | Tayroz, Eangst WiL114m, and CLaRENcE Green, Kingston 
| Pet May 138 Ord May 13 
ILLIAM, Wrangle, Liacs, Carrier Boston Pet | 


upon Hull, Grocers Kingston upon Hull Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 
| Tounte, Henry, Buxted, Sussex, General Shopke2per 
Lewes Pet May14 Ord May 14 
Tom, Loughborough Leicester Pet May 13 Ord 
ay 13 


Wa ker, Cuances Heyry, Liverpoo', Chemist Liverpool 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

ALTERS, Wit.tam, Liandebie, Carmarthen, Contractor 
Carmarthen Pet May13 Ord May13 
AVER, JouN Heney, Streatham Greengrocer Wands 
Ww Pet Aprili4 Ord May 13 ; 
Witmer, Witmer Braprorp, Swindon Swindon Pé 
Essex, Builder | May 12 Ord May 12 

| 


Amended notice substitutad for that published in 
the London Gazette of April 29: 


mes Atreep, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Brewer 
Pet April1l Ord April 22 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Arey, Jauzs, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Joiner Miy 
23 at 11.39 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Aston, Sypyey Vers. Park St James st May Wat 
2.3) Bavkru bldgs, at ’ 

biand, Norwich. Auctioneer May 
%at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

Booxgnr, James, Saneeg, Co Proprietor May 23 at 10.3) 

Rec, Regent st, 


Off « 

Borianp, James Daacatr, Weaverham, nr Northwich, 
Grocer May 28 at3 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Bowick, Gitseat, Queen Victoria st, Company Promoter 
May 2)at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burorss, Hexay Wit1am, Thame, Oxford, Tobacconist 
May 28 at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Carter, Joseru, jan, Newark on Trent, Glass Deder 
May 23 at 12 ‘Of Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 
ham 

Cuarr, Antuur, Upton Park” Essex, Jeweller May 27 at 

Baakru; b st 
Puazson, Baers a : see May 27atii Of 
Pp res! 

CaawsHay, M J, Liausaintfaed, Bwich, Brecknock, 

May 20at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dicxensox, James. King’s Heath, Worcester, Painter 
May 26 at tz 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Fcamaxx, Ropent Hexnzy, Madron, Cornwall, Boot and 
Shoe Maker May 27 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


ham, er po Piate Worker 
st, Birmingham 
ter May 27 at3 Off Reo, }, 


Merthyr Tydfil Pet May Wer 
wn, nr Penygraig, Glam, 
Carpenter Rochester Pet 


Fraiterer | Sipaway, Ja 
| judiev 


ission 


Devon, 
13 
windon Pet 


ne, 
v8 Ord 


tain A Glam, Insurance 
May 13 


Bury, Boot Dealer | 
Liverpool Pet 

Coal Merchant | 
18, Ord May 18 | 
antes Rose, Newcastle 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet | 





Truro 
Hanes, Joux, Bir 
May 2at1l 174, 
Hewitt, Jouy 
Berrid 


= Me Laleast 
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190, fF = 
ne gust, Tox Eozrtox, Rotherham, Yorks, Commercis! | Bromyretp, Frayx Hanoup, Blaenavon, Mon, Chemist Taomas, Hammersmith 
rected to be ‘aveller May 28at12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield Pet May 13 seta igh Court Pet Come Ord May 10 
of 5p pearing Houarp, Bacusu. Leicester May 28 at 12 Off Beo,1, | Brows, CHARD. ey Not, Wheelwright Heath, Builder Croydon Pet 
= Berridge st, Leicester Nottingham Pet Ma 2 Ord May 3 March 17 ‘Ord May 12 
efore me Jour, Gt Grimsby May 23 at 11 Off Rec, 35, | OampBELt, Acmpate Philboach fi, Se South | Szcaiagi. Avausts Paypxgcy, Westbourne Park High 
or cla t, Gt Grimeby Pao, Pa Ord May 12 Court Pet Jan11 Ord Ma: 
78, lent Jonze, oe sen, and Davin Jones, jun, Llanrwst, | CHALLENGER, seas -g A Obeltenham House | Epencer, Gores wy Ww Bromwich, Coal Merchant 
Denbigh, bh, Coal Merchants May 23atil Cryptchmbrs, Decorator Cheltenhim Pet May13 Ord Mav 13 West Brom: Pet May 13 Ord May 1 
fo send theip Eastgate row, Chester CromprTox, Ley a Anne’ > hrpmnnmeeel High | Srocrtox, wis —n Derby, pt Derby Pet 
m H Corsar, kurt, Joseri, Brixton hill May 28 at 2,80 Bankraptey Court’ Pet March 17 Ord May May 10 Ord May 10 
bldgs, Carey st Curtis, pa Cardiff, Painter Cundiff Pet May12 Ord | Tayior, Ennzat Wittiam, and CLarence Green, Kir 
Lim are ree MARKLEW, Eaxuet, Beeston, Lecturer May 27 at 113) May ton upon Hull, Grocers Kingston upon Hull Pet May 
‘na a Off Rec, 14, st, _— Ear, Gronce oa and ae ae Sh: flidld = 13 ord May = ~ 
, FR Copter’ nter 26 at 1230 Sheffiel tM ILL EDERICK — tishead, Somerset, 
Downing & Mims, igh at, Rochester 3 i d Emery, Jaume CuariEs, Ne manta, vBullder Edmvn- 28 Ord May 13 ae 
Marrs Cuantes, Northwich, Paddler May 28 at 330 ton Pet May 3. Ord May 12 Towsg.u ba Youdhbonnah Leicester Pet May 13 Ord 
1. Crewe ~~ a aT wre rt _ , Innkeeper Punty- w May _ 3 = - me 
nm Brecon, Tobacconist May 28 iy ALKEB, CHARLES HEwry, verpool, Chemist Li 
Pas vous High st, Merthyr Taal pattewind FiaMaxe, : eas Madron, Cornwall, Boot Maker | | “Pet Afey 14 Ord May 14 — 
_N G, ma Architect May 28 at 11.30 ard y ‘s y 
ae Gallwey app, London Bei ge pct For. Jaxrs, Wates, eee Chart, Labourer Co, ae Pa ie [——e. Contractor 
Frep ALBERT, ympstone. Devon, Licensed arrio Ww. 
ed May 1, Pauiailer, May 29 ‘st 10.00 Of Reo, 18, Bedford | Foo, Wattack, Box, Wilts, Mason Bath Pet May 12 | “"3imm JVigura, Basbronn, Swindon Swindon Pet 
hanes oom, Rene E at wee Lincs, Carrier Boston 
Bicuanpson, THomMaS AncuEn, Kingston upon Hull, | Hargisoy, ILLIAM, ey 
May 23.at 11.30 Off Rec, Trini } Pet May 14 Ord May London Gazette.—Turspay, May 20. 
bet — ete vies sdhogece: eneewe, snerre, East i Htam, Eesex High Court Pet | © can : 
~nsme James ALFRED, Cradley Heath, Steffs, Brewer a y 18 RECEIVIN ERS. 
ay 23 at 11 Off Ree, Wolverhampton st, t, Dudley Hayes Jou, Rutcorn, Saute, Painter Warrington 
re June li, Srewakt, Freperick Caries, Melton, Yorks, Plumber Pet May 18 Ord Ms: AysTEy, Sos Witu1am, Urmston, Butcher Salfurd Pt 
ns, to Joha May 26 at 11.80 74. Newborough Scarborough Jzrrreys, Morcan, . Glam, Shoemaker Marthsr May Ord May 14 
‘ Ta, Louis Atma, Henley, Auctioneer May 27 at 2 80 afl Pet May 12 Ord May 12 Sateen, Paaxcts, 8¢ Stythians, Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
“Nota ath eaflord Hotel, Stoke upon Tyent Jonna Batt Boop, Pet May i Ord May 10°” | Baavuont’ Gnomon, Dewsbury, Fish Dealer 
Fasex, Build y EAUMONT, GEORGE Dewsbur 
ternoon of Aa, Se ey Kina 4 my Hrouano, Fore ae ion Builder a Pet May 14 O:d May 16 » J 
Sheffield, G M y May 1 RIERLEY OMAS, Manchester, Umbrell 
Ten oereein: Bhefigld MAY %8 St 1280 Of | ore Josnrn, Brixton hill High Court Pet April 2 | >" “Manuf turer Manchester’ Pot Way le” Ord aoe wee 
—Petn for Wrerr, Wittiam Hewry, Shepherd’s Burh, Builder May Ord May 12 | Dosaixs, Grorce . Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff 
resham gt, 8 at12 Bankru bldgs, Carey st — ey Carpenter Rochester Pet | lp Pet ~— Ord May 5 £.D 
P Pi a ODSHON, BERT, ~stlegton, Blacksmith 
oe ee Wome, ey ey Guy | — 7 or een Seem _ mtn Wituram, a Fruiterer | Stockton on . Ord May 15 
Cambridge Pet May 12 Ord Ma | Excusu. Gzorex. and tn hy Aytixa, Surbiton, Brick 
ADJUDICATIONS. ines, Joux GroraGE, Putney” Wands orth Pet | Merchants 1 Ord May 16 
May 14 Ord May 14 | Frrrox, Acrves, Oldham Oldham Pet Mayl Ord pt 4 
Aseriz, Wittiam Sesneam, Bridgend, Baker Cardiff Pet | Oartry, Tuomas, Komsey, Hants, Grocer Southampton | Ginn, WatrEer, West E ees Cheshire Birkenhead 
May13 Ord May ! Pet May13 Ord May 18 April3 Ord May 15 
AgrixasTALL, J Ball and Evyicr Aetna, PerriamM, Frep A.eert, Lympetone, Devon, Licensed | Guapwsit, Ricnarp ay Our. Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 
Bolton Bolton Pet May12 Ord May Victualler Exeter Pet May18 Ord May 13 Pet May 18 Ord Ma 
Baysister, Coances, Burnley Burnley bet May18 Ord | Pontis, Witu1am Hewyry, on, cer Swindon Pet | Gnoze. Proprietor 
May 13 May Ord May 14 verpcol Pet May 18 Or ay 16 
Bissrzap, Epwin Henry. and Jon Cutier, Worthiog | Rers, CuaRLes yd Mountain Ash, Insurance Agent | bane _— Bath, Coach’ Cabuildcr Bath Pet Mey 16 
Roberta & Builders Brighton Pet May 18 Ord May 13 Aberdare Pet May 18 Ord May 18 Ord M 
Booramax, WaLTER, Seacroft, nr Leeds, General Dealer | RensHaw, FREDERICK } Boot Dealer Bolton | pa... _ = Tuomas, Newhaven, Hairdresxr 
arcambe Leeds Pet May 13 Ord May 13 Pet May 13 Ord Ma Lewes Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Joyce, J 
a E s 
wear | Owing to the Extension of the BAYLISS’ $e FENCING 
Law Society's Premi : , 
Songs J 4 WRITE _— 
we To. BAYLISS. 
opke sper | 
Wiel, a2 
18 ow Messrs. ahi 
jiverpool & 
ntractor 
Wands- 
m Pe | 
in - 
Brewer 0 = . —t = - ~ 
f 100, CHANCERY LANE and =a = = 
r My 
7 CAREY STREET, 
y Wat 
+ May 
it 10,80 
| LAW BOOKSELLERS 
omoter 3 
cconist 
oie HH. R dt 
tings ave emove oO 
27 at 
1 Of 
cnock, 
r at 
ainter 4 
en st, * } - , r¢ 
CTORIA WORKS 
ae CHANCERY LAN E, E.C. (early opposite). | 
sf 
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Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE AND SON 


Kresy, Soon Hewry, tland, Grocer Newcastle on 
ESTABLISHED 168°, 


Tyne Pet April 31 Ord May 15 
Macurzz, Tomas, verfordwest, Draper Pembroke 
Mra Jonn Lance.or, Lambrook, Somerset, 

Builder Yeovil 3vt May 06 Ord Ma he 
Sruus, Freprnicx, Chancery lo, Advertising Contractor 

chester Pet May17 Ord May 17 

Tarr, Tuomas. Everton. Liverpool, Provision Merchant 

Liverpool Pet May 16 Ord May 16 To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
ee hm Manchester Manchester Pet May Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges 

y 


Warsow, Anruvn, South Bank, Yorks, Baker Sunderlard | po e< oR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


ry Pet May 14 Ord May 14 4 wks ‘ 

‘atsox, Witt1am, Newcastle on e, Jeweller New- SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

went mee Teefocd” io oer Pet | _ COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 
May6 Ord May 15 





ake SK rarons. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 





Clerks of the Peace, and Ooroners. 
| CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


| 93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
‘FLLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiITED. 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PartiaMEnTaRy Bitis, Minutes or Evipence, Booxs or 
RereRxence, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &¢., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 
| | and all General and Commercial Work. 





FOR THE PIPE, 


HILL’S 











Every description of Printing. 


| 
| 





6D. PER 1 OZ. PKT. = PER }-ib. TIN. 
1s, ” 2 ” ” as. ” d-Ib. ” 


| | Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTEH. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C 


Also Smoke Hill’s 
BADMINTON MIXTURE CICARETTES. | 





| | Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, we 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000, 
| Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pr. 
| P erty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED q 
LOANS grante¢ thereon. 

Interest on i—_ ny Capitalized, 

| AYTON,} Joint 
Fr H. CLAYTON. Sone, 





(J BREBAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W, 
(Removep From 5 WHIT TEHALL.) 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. CG 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital ... ... £619,870, 

Reversing Purchased on favourable terms. Loans m 


ersions made either at annual interest or for deferned 
Policies Purchased. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


PO rn age rset 18323), 

—- a Lif —— a Lif Pl 
Advance ‘sfeney apen these Becuriti ties. > ee 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225, 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 

80, COLEMAN STREET E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.c. 
CHAIRMAN : 
Sm HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Buzz, 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 








Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, B 
Im pone Lendl ort or Copybold Property. “tyes 
‘or uced to to 43 per Cent. 


Prefcrence a 4 = Taterest per Cent, 
Deposits received a’ , and 4 per it. 
Prospectus free of ” 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager, 











SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, 


ASSOCIATION, 


and their Wives, Widows, and Families, 





(INSTITUTED 1858.) 





THE FORTY-SECOND ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT 


“JHE ALBION,” 


ALDERSGATE STREET, 


LONDON, 


On TUESDAY, the 3rd JUNE, 1902, at Seven o’clock p.m. precisely. 
HENRY TURTON NORTON, Esq., M.A., in the Chair. 





LIST OF STEWARDS. 


F. Acrtoy, i. Nottingham. Water Dowson, Esq., London. 


J. App1son, -» London Rost. A. Encar, Erq., Manchester. 
W. J. D. Anvrew, Esq., London. R. Enyrerp, Esq., Nottingham. 
H. Bares, Esq , Oxford. Rt. Hon. Sir H. Fowter, G.C.S.I., M.P., 


J.P., D.L., London. Wolverhampton. 

mdon. J. Rocer B. Grecory, Esq., London. 
Samvet Harnis, Esq , Leicester. 

B. F. Hawxstey, Esq., London. 

Aveustus Heiper, Esq,, M.P., Whitehaven. 
Joun Horiams, E mdon. 

Freperick Kent, Ea. -» London, 

O. E. Krnesrorp, Esq., Canterbury. 

| Sir Gzorce H. Lewis, "London. 


Wynne E. Baxter, Eeq., 
James 8. Beatz, Esq., 
T. H. D. Benner, Esq., London. 

F. W. Buiont, Eeq., London. 

T. Dorirxe Boutros, Esq., M P., London. 
G. Hotme Bowzz, Esq., London. 
Seprmcs Oastiz, Eeq., Liverpool. 

H. Morten Corrox, Esq., London. 

Sir Homewoop eg London. 

Rost. Cunutrre, Eeq , London. J. 8. Lickorisn, Eeg., London. 
E. P. Desenuam, ee St. Albans. Epwim Low, Esq.. London. 

R. L. Devonsurmz, Esq , London. | R. J. A. Lumpy, Esq , — 
Rozezrt W. Drepm, Eeq., London. | Frepx. W. Manmiy, E 
Grawruam R. Dopp, Esq. -» London. | Henry Menus, Ea. tendon. 


A. 8. Marner, Esq., Liverpool. 

J. H. Mcunpay, Eeq , London. 

R. O. Nzssrrr, Esq., London. 

R. Pennineaton, Esq., J.P., London. 

| T. J. Prrrrerp, Eeq., London. 
W. Anruur Suarre, Esq., London. 
T. Sxewes-Cox, Eeq., J. P., M.P., Richmond. 
GRANVILLE Smitu, Esq., London. 

Stpney Suirn, Esq., London. 

CO. L. Smizs, Eeq., London. 

A. G. Tayior, Esq., M.A., Derby. 
Ricnarp 8. Tayior, Esq., London. 
Axnotp Trinper, Eeq., London. 
| James Turner, Esq., London. 

R. W. Twesrpviz, E:q5 London. 

W. Metmoru boa Es London. 

| A. Wicurman, Er bheffield. 
| J. Ginson Youtt, t = “th cies en-Sye 





= Hon. Mr, Justice Brzxz, with other distinguished guests, will be promt to support the Chelenen: 


The Secretary will be happy to hear from members of the profession w 


Donations and Subscriptions to be included on the Festival List are earnestly solicited. 
Dinner Tickets (25s. each) may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, 9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C. 
Ey o He, SCOTT, Secretary. 


o may desire to add their names to the above List of Stewards. 


May 24, 1902, ™ 
| EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 





TI 


Fip 





